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“family’> may well also play an important role in whatever causal se-
quence produces an association between violence viewing and aggres-
sion. Unfortunately, however, the available data are limited in scope. In
sum, they cannot be said to identify ‘‘family’’ as a common origin third
variable; they can rather be said to suggest its candidacy for such a func-
tion and to underline the need for further investigation of the role of
“family"’ in this process.

Dominick and Greenberg tested the relative strengths of association
between aggressive attitudes and three ‘‘antecedent variables,” viz.,
“family attitudes toward violence,” *‘social class,”” and ‘‘exposure to
television violence.”” Their scale of “family attitudes’ consisted of sev-
en questions on how children “‘thought their parents feel about various
forms of violence.”” Because many of the respondents could not provide
adequate answers, the group was split into two groups: those whose
families were ‘‘definitely antiviolence’” and those whose parents had not
demonstrated disapproval.2 The failure of families to demonstrate dis-
approval was found to be more strongly related to aggressive attitudes
than was ‘‘exposure to television violence’’ in regard to every attitude
scale employed and in regard to both boys and girls. Interpretations of
this finding must be tempered by the fact that the child’s perception of
his family’s attitude may tell us more about his attitude than theirs, and
by the fact that ‘‘exposure to television violence’” was found to have
some independent relationship with aggressive attitudes.

Within the studies under review, virtually all other data bearing on the
relationship of ‘‘family” to the association between violence viewing
and aggression are found in McLeod et al. (1971a and 1971b). Neither
the considerable number of pertinent variables treated by these investi-
gators nor the extensive data thereby generated can be adequately treat-
ed within this summary report. Suffice it here to say that all of the varia-
bles were measured by indices composed of several questions, and that
in reference to several such indices the replies of the youth and their
parents are combined.?

Two of these variables, ‘‘parental control over television viewing”’
and *‘parental interpretation of television violence,”” cannot be regarded
as ‘‘common origin candidates’’ in and of themselves, but could con-
ceivably be manifestations of more general aspects of child rearing. Fur-
thermore. they bear directly upon violence viewing. One of these,

2These definitions will be found in Dominick and Greenberg (1971). Tables refer to the
two groups as '‘low approval’’ and “‘undefined’’ respectively.

*More specifically, McLeod et al. (1971a) employed a sample of Maryland youth and a
sample of Wisconsin youth. McLeod et al. (1971b) dealt more fully with the same Wiscon-
sin sample. but did not deal with the Maryland sample. The measures in McLeod et al.
(1971b) are in many cases refined as compared with similarly named measures in the earlier
study. These more refined measures are, where possible, used in this summary. The use of
the less refined measures. when available for parallel inquiries, would in general either
present a weaker case or would not appreciably change the thrust of the data.
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‘‘parental control over television viewing,”” was found to bear virtually
no relationship to the association between violence viewing and aggres-
sion (controlling for this variable left the originally observed correlation
coefficient virtually unchanged). The other variable, ‘‘parental interpre-
tation of television violence,” refers to ‘*how often’ parents “used to”’
indicate to their children that interpersonal violence in ‘‘western and
crime shows’” was unlike real life and an undesirable way of solving
problems. Surprisingly, the relationship between violence viewing and
aggression was found to be higher among youth whose parents relatively
often engaged in such interpretation than it was among youths whose
parents less often provided such interpretations. A tempting speculative
explanation of this finding is that parents may be more likely to provide
“‘interpretation’’ for youth who view a great deal of television violence,
but the available data do not provide much evidence either for or against
this supposition.?

Other aspects of parental attitudes and behavior investigated by
McLeod et al. are more generic and thus are more logical candidates for
common origin variables. Of these, the most fully treated are ‘‘parental
affection,’’ “‘parental punishment,”’ “parental emphasis on nonaggres-
sion,”’and “‘family communication patterns. "

“parental affection”” was assessed in McLeod et al. (1971a) by re-
spondents’ replies to a single question (‘‘How often do your parents

. .show that they love you?”’) and in McLeod et al. (1971b) by the
combined answers of respondents and mothers> to that question and two
others (**. . . tell you they love you’’ and ‘‘show their affection by hug-
ging and kissing you™). As so measured, ‘‘parental affection” was
found to be essentially unrelated to violence viewing, to aggression, or
to the relationship between them. Doubts may arise about the adequacy
of the measure, and further inquiry, employing a more refined measure,
is obviously desirable before *‘parental affection’’ can be regarded as
unrelated to the phenomenon under investigation.

Parental punishment, including “restrictive
punishment”

McLeod et al. employed a five-item index of parental punishment. A
series of statistical operations, using their most refined measures, indi-
cated that ‘‘parental punishment’’ and “‘violence viewing'’ were inde-

et ———————

4. parental interpretation of television violence™ was found to be related to violence
viewing at the approximate leve! of r = .15 in each of two pooled samples, and to be essen-
tially unrelated to summed self- or other-reports of aggression (r's ranging from —.03 to
.07).

SAppropriate pronoun substitutions were provided for mothers, €.g., ¢, . .tell him that
you love him.”’
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pendently related to aggression, and at almost the same level.® Parental
punishment, as thus defined and measured, therefore cannot be regard-
ed as a strong candidate for a common origin variable.

The same investigators, however, also separated components of the
five-item *‘punishment scale’’ into measures of ‘‘physical punishment,”’
“‘yerbal punishment,”” and “srestrictive punishment.”” The latter index -
was found to be significantly related to both violence viewing and ag-
gression in two pooled samples. In one sample, “restrictive punish-
ment’’ proved to be more strongly related to aggression, as measured by
others’ reports (.41) than was violence viewing (.17). The question thus
arises whether ‘“‘restrictive punishment’’ or some frustrating child rear-
ing practice it manifests may be a common origin variable, but the avail-

able data unfortunately provide no basis for further inquiry.

Parental emphasis on nonaggression

Under this rubric, McLeod et al. inquired into the degree to which
parents discouraged their children from being ‘‘mean to other kids,”
fighting back in self-defensive situations, doing *‘the bad things people
do on television,”” and (in reference to one sample) behaving aggressive-
ly in hypothetical situations. Although this index was found to have only
a trivial and generally negative relationship to either violence viewing or
aggression (Chaffee and McLeod, 1971b), it was nevertheless found to
be very strongly related to the relationship between violence viewing
and aggression. Thus, the investigators report that ‘‘the average correla-
tion (between violence viewing and all measures of aggression in both of
the samples) is .26 in families where little stress is placed upon nonag-
gression; in families where such an emphasis is found, the average cor-
relation is only .07.7"7 Parental emphasis on nonaggression emerged as a
strong candidate for a third variable. Where such emphasis is low, the
relationship between violence viewing and aggression occurs; where itis
high, the relationship is markedly reduced. This finding is consonant
with the earlier mentioned finding of Dominick and Greenberg, to the
effect that family attitudes regarding violence are more strongly related
to aggressive attitudes than is violence viewing for fourth- to sixth-grade
boys and girls. Taken together, the two findings strongly underscore the

bViolence viewing correlated .26 with aggression, with “‘parental punishment” and
“*parental affection” simultaneously partialled out. “Pparental punishment’’ correlated .20
with aggression, with violence viewing and *‘parental affection’’ simultaneously partialled
out. The partial effect of *‘parental affection’ was negligible (McLeod et al., 1971b).

7 A decreased correlation in the presence of high parental emphasis on nonaggression, as
compared to low parental emphasis on nonaggression, was furthermore observed in all but
one of the eight sex-and-age subgroups, the single exception being senior high school boys
in the Wisconsin sample. McLeod et al. {(1971a) and McLeod et al. (1971b) confirm the
direction of effect.





































































